Purpose: This article explores manifestations of ageism in response to a proposed National Institutes of Health (NIH) Emeritus Grant initiative aimed at funding older investigators. Design and Methods: Comments were requested by NIH in 2015, through a Request for Information (RFI) as well as a public blog regarding the merits of a proposed grant mechanism that would help older researchers transfer their labs to junior scientists and transition into retirement. This article reports content analysis of comments from 134 respondents to the blog. Results: We found consistent patterns of disapproval of the proposed NIH initiative, which was viewed by most respondents as an undeserved benefit for older scientists. Negative attitudes were also expressed toward senior investigators by a large majority of commenters. In addition to broad opposition to new grant funding for senior investigators, many commenters also advocated for other punitive actions toward older investigators, including forced retirement. These opinions were generally justified by negative appraisals of senior investigators' competence, productivity, and even their character. Ageist comments were not limited to younger researchers, suggesting potential internalized ageism by older investigators. Implications: We discuss manifestations of ageism and advocacy for age discrimination in the broader social context of modernization theory, intergenerational conflict and social closure. Our findings raise important questions about the limited value of higher education in counteracting prejudice toward older people. We propose potential remedies to reduce ageism in academia.
This article utilizes a unique opportunity to evaluate the attitudes and proposed actions of academic researchers toward their older counterparts in the context of a proposed new Emeritus Grant mechanism at the National Institutes of Health (NIH). The stated aim of the proposed grant is to support older investigators who are interested in transitioning into retirement and transferring their research labs to younger investigators. Although prior evidence has highlighted the limited employability of older adults in academia (Fant, 2012; Stoil, 2014) , little attention has been paid to the allocation of resources to older research scientists. Our study is significant as it examines academics' responses to a policy initiative that would affect the careers and social status of older scientists. The option to provide anonymous responses to the blog reduces social desirability bias which threatens the validity of survey research focused on prejudice (Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002) 
. Expressions of ageism uncovered in the blog posts have real life implications
The Gerontologist cite as : Gerontologist, 2018 , Vol. 58, No. 2, 251-260 doi:10.1093 Advance Access publication 9 August 2016 on the scientific contributions and self-appraisals of older scientists. Ageism in academia carries the potential of harming younger researchers who benefit from the experience, training, and mentorship of their senior colleagues, as it threatens the norm of intergenerational equity upon which academic relationships are based (Binstock, 2010) .
Theoretical Insights About the Evolution of Ageism
In his Pulitzer Prize winning book Why Survive? Robert Butler (1975) described ageism in terms of stereotypes and discriminatory behaviors directed at older adults in daily life. Negative attitudes toward older people are reflected in commonly held perceptions of "elderly people" as incompetent (Cuddy & Fiske, 2002) , as well as sick, invisible, and/or irrelevant (North & Fiske, 2013a) . Nelson (2005) identified the use of over-accommodating language, infantilization, and discrimination in care provision among health care professionals as major examples of ageism in American society. Documenting grassroots manifestations of ageism, a recent study of social networking websites demonstrated negative age stereotypes in 98% of websites (Levy, Chung, Bedford, & Navrazhina, 2014) . This study also offered evidence of discrimination, such as advocating for exclusion of older adults from public activities and settings. The adverse affect of ageism on older people has been extensively documented, resulting in negative physical and mental health outcomes (Avidor, Ayalon, Palgi, & Bodner, 2016) .
Modernization theory (Cowgill & Holmes, 1972; Palmore & Manton, 1974) has been foundational for understanding ageism. This theory contends that industrialization and technological developments lead to social changes and new demands in the work environment which culminate in the devaluation of the experiences and skills of older workers. Intergenerational conflict has been another useful formulation for understanding the growth of ageism in U.S. society. Old-age policies in the United States have offered an economic safety-net for seniors through Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid-state-entitlements that have been viewed by gerontologists as manifestations of "compassionate ageism" (Binstock, 2010) . However, increases in life expectancy and the aging of the baby boom generation, coupled with fears of economic downturns, created a backlash in the United States where older people were increasingly viewed as a burdensome threat to economic security and referred to as "greedy geezers" (Street & Cossman, 2006; Campbell 2009 ). The theory of social closure (Weber, 1978; Roscigno, Mong, Byron, & Tester, 2007) offers another important theoretical framework for understanding ageism in the workplace. This theory posits that in competitive work environments younger workers who view senior coworkers as a threat to their job opportunities develop ageist attitudes and behaviors. If a group believes that their position can only be improved by excluding other groups, it will actively work to do so.
Theories of ageism emerging from social gerontology contextualize prejudice and discrimination against the aged within a structural framework (cf. Hagestad & Uhlenberg, 2005) . The three relevant theoretical formulations we note above share common elements of competition, conflict and self-interest that can threaten social solidarity. Social closure and intergenerational conflict are structural phenomena that foster negative attitudes toward the aged and can translate into harmful practices such as employment discrimination at the organizational level. Undertaking an empirical investigation within the context of the academic environment sheds important light on the prevalence and consequences of ageism.
Ageism in Academia
There is little systematic research on ageism within academic contexts. First-person accounts of age bias or age discrimination in academic settings are occasionally published in the Chronicle of Higher Education (cf. Fant, 2012; Stoil, 2014) . Highly qualified candidates have been bypassed in the academic job market solely due to age. Fant (2012) describes an instance where the search-committee chair removed an application from the pile of applicants. When asked why he pulled the applicant out of consideration the chair stated, "Based on the graduation dates from her degrees, she's like 50 and just now finishing her degree? No one is going to hire her." In another case (McKee, 2014) , a 61-year-old applicant describes his frustrations with his inability to land a faculty position after applying to 60 jobs. He recounts that even though he has his doctorate in sociology, received the Norman K. Denzin Qualitative Research Award and his university's Sociologist of the Year Award, published seven journal articles and adapted his dissertation into a book, he only received two phone interviews and one on-campus visit.
Although negative attitudes toward older adults have been documented, research generally stops short of exploring instances of advocacy for discriminatory behaviors. At the structural and institutional levels, ageism can be readily found in retirement policies. Most notable of these policies are the successive amendments to the Age Discrimination in Employment Act (ADEA) of 1967. Under ADEA, universities were originally exempted from mandatory retirement until 1994, almost a decade after the law was implemented for workers in industrial settings (Kaskie, 2016) . As a result of these policies, higher education has been a flashpoint of controversy regarding employment discrimination and mandatory retirement (Potter et al., 2010) .
Contextualizing the NIH Funding Initiative for Older Investigators
Most active researchers who receive NIH grant support are aware that funding for investigator-initiated new research has significantly declined in recent years (Insel, 2015) .
Grants that used to be funded at the 20th or even 25th percentile are now funded at single digits, with the National Institute of Aging (NIA) funding at the 9th percentile in 2016 (Barr, 2016;  In the funding terminology of NIH, this means that the proposal is scored in the top 9 percentile of all submissions). This problem affects investigators of all ages. There have been concerns that the average age of funding for a first Research Project Grant (R01) now hovers around age 42, indicating difficulties faced by young investigators in a situation of limited resources (Garrison & Deschamps, 2014) . The R01 is the original and oldest grant mechanism offered by the NIH and provides funding (up to $250,000 per year) for health-related research for a period of 1 to 5 years. This type of situation has historically highlighted the conflict of generations (Walker, 2012) . When resources get scarce, people become competitive and vulnerable. Social groups, such as older adults, may become stigmatized or even scapegoated. Ageism may also be promoted by intergenerational rivalries perpetuated by an "inconvenienced youth" (North & Fiske, 2012) .
There has been a movement within the scientific community and within NIH to improve the support climate for women, minorities (Hohmann & Parron, 1996) and young investigators (Daniels, 2015) . Indeed, there are smaller NIH grant mechanisms (R03, R21) that aim to increase support of young investigators and first-time applicants. The R03 is defined as a Small Grant Program to support projects that can be carried out in 2 years with a budget of $50,000 or less per year. The R21 mechanism is intended to support exploratory research for early stages of a project. Similar to the R03, this award supports 2-year projects, but allows researchers to request up to $275,000 for the 2 years. Additionally, young investigators are now being funded at higher percentiles than their senior counterparts for R01 grant funding (Barr, 2016; Insel, 2015) .
In this context NIH offered to also extend some benefits to older investigators through the new Emeritus funding mechanism. A February 2015 blog post entitled "Seeking Your Input on Sustaining the Workforce through an Emeritus Award" was authored by former NIH Deputy Director for Extramural Research, Dr. Sally Rockey. This blog is emailed directly to individuals who subscribe to receive emails from the NIH; therefore, the majority of respondents are likely to be involved in or have knowledge about academia and research funding. The blog can be accessed by anyone if they choose to search for it online. However, respondents' use of NIH terminology or anecdotes were key markers of membership in the scientific community. The blog post solicited comments from the scientific community in the following terms:
NIH would like to explore potential synergies between the needs of both the junior and senior members of our biomedical workforce. We would like to gauge community interest in a new type of emeritus award that could allow senior investigators to transition out of a position that relies on funding from NIH research grants, while securing their own research legacies by passing on their knowledge and resources to junior colleagues. Such an award could permit a senior investigator to form a partnership with a junior faculty member in order to hand off his or her line of research inquiry in an efficient and cost-effective way. The senior investigator could train and equip junior colleagues to continue his or her research projects while working with them in a mentoring role. If such a transfer is not feasible, an emeritus award might allow some senior investigators to complete their projects and help them close out their laboratories (Rockey, 2015) .
Specific comments were sought along several domains: (a) Ideas for how investigators would use the award (e.g., to facilitate laboratory closure; to promote partnership between a senior and junior investigator); (b) Community comments on the specifics of the award (e.g., number of years of support; definition of a junior faculty partner); (c) incentive strategies NIH could employ to encourage junior and senior investigator participation; (d) potential impediments to participation for senior investigators and their institutions (Rockey, 2015) . Respondents were encouraged to submit their specific ideas directly to the NIH through a Request for Information (RFI). However, many respondents chose to discuss their opinions toward the proposed mechanism on the discussion board of the blog that allowed for use of screen names and anonymity.
Although NIH was proposing a new funding mechanism for older investigators, the grant was an exit strategy and a potential bridge from active contributions to retirement and disengagement from academic life. One could argue that the proposed new grant for older scholars reflected ageist assumptions by NIH and would incentivize retirement from academic research. This approach has been advocated by those addressing rising costs of an aging academic work force (Kaskie, 2016) . We anticipated a diverse set of reactions from the academic community to such a plan. It is useful to note that many respondents did not systematically address the requested opinions; instead, respondents often used the opportunity to express their feelings about NIH funding in general and older investigators in particular.
Methods
Our empirical study is based on content analysis of comments made by respondents to the NIH blog. This NIH blog post was particularly popular (184 comments). We noted that most blog posts in the past 2 years on the NIH website receive anywhere from 0 to 40 comments, with 215 being the largest number of comments for an NIH blog (Rockey, 2014) . Content analyses of public fora, such as online blogs and message boards, offer useful insights into attitudes and opinions of stakeholders about social and public policy issues. In recent years, researchers working in a variety of social science fields have studied online data on topics ranging from cancer screening (Barker & Galardi, 2011) , autism (Barker & Galardi, 2015) and online learning communities (Akyol & Garrison, 2008) . Online fora provide "naturally occurring data" because there is little potential for the researcher to influence the form or content of the posts and because examples are verifiable (Barker & Galardi, 2015) .
After obtaining permission by NIH to analyze the public blog, our study was approved by our university IRB. We then developed a coding system for the blog comments and waited until the close of the time window for RFI comments (March 6, 2015) before coding these responses. Although online postings to the blog were generally anonymous, key demographic characteristics were discerned from gender and age-specific names or screen names and content of the posts (e.g., approximate age group, NIH investigator status, and study section membership). For example, one username was "40 yr old PI", with another being "junior investigator". Our coding strategy relied solely upon a literal reading of posted content and the three major types of meaning consistent with textual analysis-action, representation, and identification (Fairclough, 2003) .
Two of the investigators read through the 100 responses offered within 3 weeks after the posting of the blog. Based on this read, they created a list of 25 codes (e.g., Support/ oppose proposed Emeritus Grant; Positive/negative action toward senior investigators). The aim of this pre-set coding system was to assess the overall attitude of respondents toward senior investigators and to gauge respondent support for the funding mechanism. Using the pre-set codes, two co-authors coded the responses independently as recommended by Basit (2003) . They met on several occasions to discuss any questions about the coding and to compare their independently coded data. In instances where the coders differed (<5%), they discussed their interpretations and came to agreement. In cases where they could not agree, the responses were given to the senior author to decide (<5% of responses). Nineteen of the 134 respondents commented more than once on the blog. In instances where respondents commented more than once, the coders analyzed all responses made by the individual and merged those responses into one coding scheme.
In coding the responses, it is important to note some complexities in the way responses related to the questions posed by NIH. Although some commenters addressed the merits of the specific award proposed, others paid limited attention to the details of the grant mechanism and the questions posed by the NIH. Instead, they offered their generalized expectations and attitudes about older academics who were the perceived beneficiaries of the proposal. Accordingly, many responses were focused on expressing general dissatisfaction either with government funding for research or with senior scholars. Since the proposed grant was labeled as an "emeritus grant" supporting older investigators, not all comments addressed the specific recommendation that recipients of the new grant use it to close their labs and exit the workforce (i.e., retire). Some respondents supported the grant because it would promote retirement, whereas others opposed it because they did not feel that older scholars should receive any type of added support. With this caveat in mind, we now turn to the results of our analysis.
Results

Descriptive Statistics
This analysis yielded a total of 184 comments made by 134 respondents. Of the 64 respondents who provided gender information (by username or by providing their actual name), 70% were men and 30% were women. Additionally, we were able to discern the approximate ages of 74 respondents from information volunteered by bloggers (e.g., their user names): 45% were coded as older adults (65+), 27% as middle age (45-64 years old), and 28% as younger adults (<45 years). Finally, 30 commenters specified that they were currently funded Principal Investigators (PIs).
Our coding scheme allowed for analyzing the opinions of respondents toward funding policies and opportunities (Table 1) . One hundred twelve respondents expressed their opinion toward the proposed Emeritus Grant. Of these respondents, 89% disapproved of the proposed mechanism. Opinions about merit based or age-neutral funding opportunities were more evenly split. Of the 60 respondents who mentioned merit based funding in their posts, 57% were in favor of it, whereas 43% were opposed to funding opportunities that were strictly merit based. Overall, the vast majority of respondents expressed dissatisfaction with current NIH policies. Of the 70 respondents who addressed the proposed NIH policy, 83% reported that they were dissatisfied. In a statement typical of this dissatisfaction, one commenter posted that "American science ran like a rocket before young investigator discounts, minority investigator discounts, senior investigator discounts, director's favorite discounts and every other imaginable diversion came up." The results of our assessment of respondent attitudes toward older and younger investigators are presented in Table 2 . Of the respondents who expressed their opinions about older investigators (N = 73), 70% expressed a negative attitude. In contrast, of the 23 individuals who mentioned younger investigators in their blog posts, 83% viewed younger investigators in a positive light. Not only did respondents express differing attitudes toward younger and older investigators, but some advocated for NIH and university administrators to engage in specific actions toward these two groups. Forty-seven respondents mentioned that some type of action should be taken regarding older investigators with 53% of these proposing a negative action. Of the 34 respondents calling for actions toward younger investigators, 97% advocated for positive actions. In our table we refer to these actions as behavioral intentions (Ajzen & Madden, 1986) .
Emergent Themes From Qualitative Data
In this section, we present the emergent themes of our qualitative analysis along with exemplar blog posts.
Theme 1: Opposing Funding for Senior Investigators, Based on Belief in Merit-Based Funding
A substantial group of commenters opposed special grant mechanisms for older investigators based on their opposition to favoring selected demographic groups. In general, these respondents (N = 34) advocated for a purely meritbased system. Examples of comments that illustrate this theme include: "Proposal should be judged ONLY by the scientific merit. Not age, gender, institution, state, high ranking status, degrees (PhD or MD), or popularity level of the applicant (and co-I [CO-I refers to a Co-Investigator. The National Institutes of Health (NIH) defines a Co-I as someone who "typically devotes a specified percentage of time to the project and is considered senior/key personnel." (http://grants.nih.gov/grants/glossary.htm#C)])." "At a time when most first-time R01 recipients are over 40, it's stunning that a grant program directed at senior investigators is being contemplated. […] I don't see any reason to single out senior scientists for a reprieve from the cruelty of the funding system."
Desiring merit-based funding had two different implications for funding of senior scholars. Some argued that older scholars would do just fine in a meritocracy and that mechanisms for special funding are unnecessary. Others believed that merit-based funding would weed out older, "unproductive" investigators in the first place, so there is no need to give them a grant that facilitates their exit from the workplace:
"Having worked for the NIH, I remember that there are strict rules in place regarding discrimination based on the age of individuals…so not sure whether one can actually set an age limit...But what one could say is that instead of using the actual age of the investigator, one could base it on the number of years since receiving their PhD, first NIH grant, or something similar."
Theme 2: Calling for Greater Support of Young, Rather Than Old Investigators
Stakeholders who favored special programs or "set asides" predominantly wanted additional support for young, rather than old, investigators. There were 33 respondents who made reference to additional support for young investigators. Of these, 26 (79%) favored additional funding for younger investigators, whereas 7 (21%) were opposed to such support. The rationale for desiring more funding of younger investigators was predominantly based on perceived cumulative advantages of senior and particularly older investigators (Merton, 1988) . Some commenters objected to programs that benefit older scholars as supporting "old white men" and undermining diversity. Examples of comments calling for greater support of young investigators instead of older investigators include: "When funding is so decimal, you need to support young creative investigators more than anything else." "Why not make this a junior faculty focused award? By that I mean the junior partner would have 100% control over the budget, and could choose to involve a senior faculty for minimal percent effort in the first two years of the project only." "NIH needs to invest more money in junior faculty who have "high risk high impact" ideas rather than find another mechanism to support senior established faculty who may not have very productive labs."
Theme 3: Calling for Diminishing Support and Other Punitive Actions Toward Older Scholars
Many respondents opposing benefits to older investigators wanted to go beyond withholding support. They argued 
Rationale Used for Advocating Ageism and Age Discrimination
The themes explored thus far indicate the attitudes and behavioral intentions of commenters of different ages. Below, we analyze the underlying rationale used to justify respondents' ageist attitudes and advocacy for discriminatory actions against senior researchers. The rationale for opposing grant mechanisms for emeritus professors was based on a variety of objections. These included the following themes with examples of comments provided for each:
1. "Undeserving Rationale": Older scholars are unmotivated and incompetent (devaluing the scholarly work of the old):
"I don't see how an emeritus award would help promote science. It simply takes resources and the credit away from junior scientists whose labs are really doing all the work." "NIH needs to invest more money in junior faculty who have "high risk high impact" ideas rather than find another mechanism to support senior established faculty who may not have very productive labs."
2. "Self-serving Rationale": Older professors are interested in retiring in comfort and will misuse the funds for their personal benefit:
"To have yet another way to extend retirement for senior investigators, that could be paid for by NIH is just not right."
"Now you want the government and taxpayers to pay for your retirement and because you just won't accept that you need to retire. It is a joke."
3. "Greedy Geezers Rationale": Older scholars experienced cumulative advantages and are undeserving of more "perks":
"One could argue that the older generation really got a free ride (Not just a discount!). You were never held to the standard of productivity and grant funding that are expected of the young investigators today. Now you want the govt and taxpayers to pay for your retirement." "How is opposing a special handout for older scientists who have been the privileged generation for three, four decades "age discrimination"?"
4. "Obsolete Rationale": Older scholars are uncreative and "have not had a new idea in years":
"What seniors are clamoring for is probably the opportunity to continue to call the shots from their office, and get credit for junior people's work -not to do active research in their labs. I still have to see someone 65+ who is banging own head in the lab with technical issues trying to collect data. As for coming up with new ideas that may happen but sorry to say, it's not that likely." "Innovative science is mostly an affair of younger men and women."
5. "Overstay Their Welcome Rationale": More funding will make older academics stay in the work force longer, denying jobs to the young:
"Maybe include token salary for The Elder, but not big bucks. The Elder provides knowledge, perspective and experience for a few years. In exchange, they move out of the system! No more NIH grants for you, Elder. This is your sunset grant. Can your ego take that or would you rather compete with all the young folks and maintain your status? Come on-make some room." "The PIs who appear to be productive in old age usually just have one or two very good postdocs or researchtrack people who actually run the show, and those people could be running their own labs instead."
6. "Unfair Advantage Rationale": Extra funding for older scholars will result in unwelcome competition:
"This appears to be designed to continue the extraordinary advantage of a single generation of researchers at the expense of others." "This is waste of NIH money to put into this grant mechanism. It only encourages more deadwoods to keep their labs open and keep their outdated ideas alive."
Comments Supportive of Older Investigators and Refuting Ageist Stereotypes
A notable minority of respondents (N = 22) were supportive of older investigators reflecting both positive attitudes and actions (Table 2) . These comments frequently addressed disparaging posts by prior respondents as much as the grant mechanism itself. Several of these commenters selfidentified as older investigators. For example, half of the respondents (N = 11) who advocated for positive actions for older investigators were older themselves, whereas a little over a third of the respondents who expressed positive attitudes toward older investigators were also older investigators (N = 8). Supportive comments affirmed the competence of older investigators and noted the lack of interest by many good scientists in retiring. Comments also addressed the prevailing prejudice in review committees against funding older investigators. Several comments also noted that age discrimination, both by commenters and by review committees, is against the law. Finally, several self-identified older investigators responded to ageist posts, rather than offering comments specific to the proposed grant mechanism. Comments refuting ageist stereotypes included:
"Not everyone wants to retire. Not everyone becomes non-productive on his/her 65th birthday!" "I recall on more than one occasion a discussion in a review group about whether an aging PI was likely to live through the projected period of the grant. Perhaps NIH should provide some formal guidance so as to not discriminate on the basis of age." "To read some of the comments from younger investigators here, older investigators are a bunch of dead wood selfishly occupying positions that should go to more worthy younger people. That is rather offensive. First, these are the people who built this scientific edifice and who labored all their lives to create a vital research community.
Discussion
The responses provided to the NIH proposal for new funding for older investigators reflect alarming evidence of ageism in academia. How can we interpret and make sense of these responses from the scientific community? There were very few respondents who favored the suggested new NIH Emeritus grant mechanism. The blog comments revealed dissatisfaction with the current funding climate where grant support is increasingly difficult to secure. In times of shrinking resources, competition is keen and can readily generate adverse reactions to proposed new support for older adults, as articulated in the social closure hypothesis (Roscigno et al., 2007) . This type of competitive environment can translate into negative attitudes toward potential new recipients and can lead to intergenerational conflict (Binstock, 2010) . Indeed, a number of respondents expressed disdain toward all groups receiving special consideration (e.g., minority and junior investigators). It is notable that few respondents paid attention to the intent of the NIH initiative to facilitate the road to retirement for older investigators. Most responses viewed the Emeritus Grant as offering special perks for older scientists that threaten intergenerational equity (Binstock, 2010) . Ageism has been aptly conceptualized as "prejudice against our feared future self" (Nelson, 2005, p. 207) . Stereotypes adversely affect older adults and make it easier to discriminate against them when they do not conform to expected roles and norms (Levy & Banaji 2004; Kahana, Liang, Felton, Fairchild, & Harel, 1977) . This orientation was reflected in the prevalent negative characterization of older scholars who continue working and applying for research support. Beyond expressing ageist attitudes, however, commenters articulated a desire for taking discriminatory and punitive actions toward older colleagues. Commenters to the blog justified their advocacy for restricting opportunities for older academics by references to decreased productivity among older scholars. Ageist attitudes and the desire to take punitive actions against older scientists are consistent with previously noted assumptions of modernization theory (Palmore & Manton, 1974) . Thus, older academics were described by some of their younger counterparts as outdated and lacking in energy, creativity, drive and competence needed for innovation (Palmore, 1999) . Their experience, wisdom and contributions were overlooked or rendered irrelevant. Older scientists were depicted by some as totally dispensable.
Such views are expressions of prejudice as existing literature does not support the idea that older scientists as obsolete and unproductive (Sabharwal, 2013) . Stroebe (2010) reviewed research on the relationship between age and scientific productivity between 1970 and 2010 in Europe and North America. The author found that the view that productivity declines after age 40 to 45 has not been supported in recent research studies. Stroebe concluded that past performance is a better indicator of scientific productivity than age.
The prevalence of prejudicial attitudes toward older investigators that was revealed in our study is particularly alarming as it may mirror similar prejudices in other realms of academia as well as in the general work environments. Regarding older academics, it is likely to lead to negative outcomes for older applicants for academic positions (McKee, 2014) . Recent studies have reported expressions of intergenerational tensions in society, such as refusing to employ older adults or withholding equal employment benefits (North & Fiske, 2012 , 2013 . Further, it is likely to contribute to a hostile work environment for older scientists, and may ultimately harm members of the younger generation and the progress of the scientific enterprise (Nelson, 2005) .
Fears about the burdens of an aging academic workforce (Kaskie 2016 ) and the economic affect of an aging society have resulted in less protections for "deserving" older adults. There is a desire by some to limit benefits to a group that is seen to pose threats to the economic future of the young (Walker 2012) . The prospect of new research funding for older scientists fits well within this social narrative. Today, a variety of organizations engaged in science-NIH, higher education institutions, and research hospitalsoperate in an environment of increasing competition and scarcity. In their study of social closure and age discrimination in the workplace, Roscigno and colleagues (2007) demonstrate that high-skill older workers (independent of race and gender) are most vulnerable to age discrimination.
Implications
It is useful to note that the ageist attitudes we document in our study have not been adapted as NIH policy. The specific NIH Emeritus initiative we discuss in this article has, at this point, not been rejected by the NIH based on the feedback received. There is now a bill in the U.S. House of Representatives that stipulates a "Capstone Award" for NIH-funded scientists "to facilitate the successful transition or conclusion of research programs" (H. R. 6, 2015) . Although this legislation, termed the 21st Century Cures Act, failed Senate approval, it is undergoing revisions at this writing.
The responses to the NIH blog raise provocative questions: how does ageism come about? And why, despite formal prohibitions against age discrimination, does it endure? Part of the answer may be found in how conflict and inequality become institutionalized in formal settings. Tilly (1999) , for example, argues that the most enduring forms of inequality originate in distinctions between two categorical types (e.g., men/women; white/black; young/old) rather than any individual difference (e.g., intelligence). Yet, these distinct categorical pairs are then formally institutionalized within organizations, giving rise to what Tilly (1999) refers to as "durable inequality." Further, whether it be motivated by a "commitment to new investigators" or "sustaining the workforce," NIH policies activate and reinforce the young/ old dichotomy, as indicated by our analysis of the online comments from the scientific community. In this way, the Emeritus Grant proposal (and similar mechanisms with age-specific implications) does not simply elicit ageist attitudes and behaviors, but may also work to institutionalize ageism.
Sociologists and organizations scholars rightly call our attention to the pernicious effects that prejudice and discrimination have on racial minorities and women (cf. Kessler, Mickelson, & Williams, 1999; Williams & Mohammed, 2009 ). Much of this valuable scholarship unmasks the myriad forms that racism and sexism take within society at-large and organizational settings, in particular. Yet, there is far less scholarly interest or explicit disapproval of ageist attitudes and behaviors within academia (A keyword search of Google Scholar for the terms "RACISM + PROFESSIONS" and "SEXISM + PROFESSIONS" yielded about 102,000 and 36,500 results, respectively. Yet, a search of the terms "AGEISM + PROFESSIONS" resulted in only 15,700 matches.). Our findings indicate that such attitudes and proposed actions are unabashedly expressed online by members of the scientific community. This finding leads to a number of important questions regarding ageism in academia. Would those who endorse negative actions toward older adults actually enforce them? Would responses have looked different if they were not anonymous? How do ageist beliefs and thoughts affect the research process? Ultimately, we hope that evidence that such discrimination exists will result in greater scientific and policy concern about ageism within academia and beyond.
Given that our study focuses on highly educated respondents who likely hold graduate degrees, the extreme negativity and desire to act in punitive ways toward older colleagues raises alarming questions about the limited value of education in counteracting prejudice. In many universities, retired or emeritus faculty become invisible as they no longer have office space and parking privileges that would allow for a presence on campus and dialogue with younger colleagues (Baldwin & Zeig, 2012) . Similarly, steep registration fees often make it prohibitive for retired scientists to participate in professional organizations and have an opportunity for scientific discourse and collaboration with younger colleagues.
Greater intergenerational dialogue may offer an antidote to ageism in academia (Fletcher, 2007) . In recent years there have been promising efforts at some universities and within professional organizations to reach out to emeritus faculty, providing them with some resources to be involved in campus life (Kaskie, 2016; Patel, 2016) . Another potential avenue for limiting ageism may be possible through strengthening mentorship initiatives whereby senior scholars can offer support to their younger colleagues and contribute to a more supportive and less competitive academic environment.
Limitations
In evaluating our conclusions, we must note the limitations of our study. Because of the anonymity allowed in responding to blogs, demographic and other useful background information was only available for that segment of the sample who chose to self-identify by providing their name or by offering a "user name." We were thus only able to make inferences about age, gender or funding status of respondents for part of the sample.
It is possible that our results reflect the opinions of a specific disaffected sub-group of the academic community, rather than the community at large. We also acknowledge that not all respondents addressed the specific questions posed by NIH leadership and instead used the opportunity to respond to the blog primarily to vent their feelings. Some of these noted limitations are inherent to the study of blogs. In spite of acknowledged limitations, studying blog posts offers a new and useful mechanism for gaining insights into the thought processes that propel ageism. They also offer desirable transparency in qualitative research as the full blog can be accessed by interested readers.
Despite the limitations of our study, our findings raise pressing questions about the pervasiveness of ageism within academia and society in general. Future studies may want to evaluate the prevalence of ageism within different realms (e.g., corporate environment) and its potential effects on older workers. Additionally, our study indicates that education does not necessarily prevent ageist attitudes and behavioral intentions from occurring. Additional studies may investigate potential moderators of ageism that will guide the development of institutional polices aimed at fostering intergenerational equity.
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